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RiEMARKS 

Claims 5-12 are pending in the presmt application. Claims 8, 1 1 and 13 are allowed. 
Cluims 5 and 6 rcnuiin rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being iipatentablc over U.S. Patent 
No. 6.247,082 to Lo et a!.. ("Lo") in view ofU.S. Patent No. 6,032,078 to Bacigalupo et al., 
("Bacigalupo"). Claim 7 remains rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpalcjitablc over 
Lo in view of Bacigalupo in fiji-ther view in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,528,215 to Siu el a!., 
("Siu"). Claims 9 and 10 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lo in view of Bacigalupo in further view in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,058,443. to Gulick et al, 
("Guliek'^). 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections in view of the following remarks is 
rcispectfuliy requested. 

Rejections to Independent claim 5 under 35 U.S.C, & 103 

Independent claim 5 of the present application recites, among other features, a master 
device and slave device with respective first and second arithmetic units and "an 
acknowledgment signal line configured !br a transmission of an aclaiowledgment signal from the 
slave device to thj mii^it-: dt.'vi(.c"' wlicu':], "tlic lirst arithmetic unit is configured so that a 
capability of the master device lo initiate a further write operation to the slave device is 
dependent upon a receiving of the acknowledge signal from the slave device." 

It is respectfully submitted that Lo and Bacigalupo do not teach or suggest those features 
of claim 5. On the one hand, the Examiner admits that Lo does not disclose the claimed 
"acknowledgement signal from the slave device to the master device." On the other hand, the 
Examiner states that "the ready signals and the acknowledgement pulses (of Lo) is also being 
interpreted as an acknowledgment signal," See, Detailed Action, page 4, lines 15-17. However, 
the Examiner's "interpreted" acknowledgement signal is not the claimed aclcnowledgement 
signal because it is not ftom the slave device to the master device as recited in claim 5. Thus, Lp 
does not disclose the recited feature of *'a capability of the master device to initiate a ftirther 
write operation to the slave device is dependent upon a receiving of the acknowledgement 
signal," wherein the acknowied:^emem siG nal is ihc claimed -'acknowledgement signal from the 
slave device to the master device." 

Bacigalupo also does not disclose that "a capabihty of the master device to initiate a 
further write operation to the slave device is dependent upon a receiving of the 
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acknowledgement signal." Instead, as explained in detail on page 7 of the response dated 
December 13, 2006, Bacigalupo describes that "the receiving master unit 1 uses the ACK signal 
to acknowledge that the data or en-or states signals have been received correctly." However, 
Bacigalupo does not disclose that a ftotiier wite operation is dependent upon receiving the 
described ACK signal. 

Nor is there any suggestion or motivation to combine ihe references in the manner 
suggested by the Examiner. For example, the Examiner slates that it would iiave been obvious 
that the master and slave interfaces arc capable of being connected via a clock signal line "lo 
enable more flexible data transmission" (See page 4). However, tlie master and slave computer 
subsystems of Lo, each have their own clock domain operating at different clock rates. Tlie 
purpose of the Lo invention is to include "a handshake circuit coupled between the first and 
second doniains for providii^ the required handshaking signals to control the transfer of data 
between the first domain (master) and the second domain (slave)" (Lo, Abstract). Thus, directly 
connecting the master and slave clock domains as suggested by the Examiner would frustrate the 
purpose of the Lo invention ~ i.e. disposing a handshaking circuit between tiie two different 
eloek domains. 

For the foregoing reasons, withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 to claim 5 

is respectfully requested. 

Rejections to claims 7. 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. 51 03 

Claims 7, 9 and 10 depend from claim 5. The additional references used in the rejection 
of clmm 7 and the rejection of claims 9 and 10, namely Sui and Gulick respectively, do not 
describe the features lacking in Lo and Bacigalupo. Further, the Examiner has not addressed the 
remarks presented ui the response dated December 13, 2006 with respect to claims 9 and 10. 
Specifically, the Examiner did not address Uie evidence that Gulick teaches away from the 
claimed invention. Thus, withdj^wal of tire rejections of claims 7, 9 and 1 0 are respectfully 
requested. 
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Inview of the above j each of the presently pending claims in ihis application is 
believed to be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to pass this application to issue. If any issues remain, the Examiner is invited to 
telephone Applicant's attorney at the number below. 



Dated: Febitiary 28, 2G07 Respectfolly submitted, ^/ 



By_ 



Thomas P. Canty //" 

Rcsiislralion No.: 44,586 / 
DARBY & DARBY P.C. 
P.O.BqxS257 

New York, New York 1 0150-5257 
P12) 527-7700 
(212) 527-7701 (Fax) 
Attorneys/Agents For Applicant 
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